
Maximum number of symmetric extensions in the random graph

S. Vakhrushev∗, M. Zhukovskii†

Abstract

It is known that after an appropriate rescaling the maximum degree of the binomial random
graph converges in distribution to a Gumbel random variable. The same holds true for the maximum
number of common neighbours of a k-vertex set, and for the maximum number of s-cliques sharing
a single vertex. Can these results be generalised to the maximum number of extensions of a k-vertex
set for any given way of extending of a k-vertex set by an s-vertex set? In this paper, we generalise
the above mentioned results to a class of “symmetric extensions” and show that the limit distribution
is not necessarily from the Gumbel family.

1 Introduction

Bollobás [7] and Ivchenko [12] proved that under some restrictions on the edge probability p, the (appro-
priately rescaled) maximum degree converges in distribution to a Gumbel random variable.

Theorem 1.1 (B. Bollobás [7]). Let p = const ∈ (0, 1). Let ∆n be the maximum degree of G(n, p). For
every integer n ≥ 2 set

an = pn+
√

2p(1 − p)n lnn

(
1 − ln lnn

4 lnn
− ln(2

√
π)

2 lnn

)
, bn =

√
p(1 − p)n

2 lnn
.

Then
∆n − an

bn

d→ η, n→ ∞,

where η has cdf e−e−x

(i.e. it is a standard Gumbel random variable), and
d→ denotes convergence in

distribution.

This result was extended by Ivchenko [12] to p = o(1) such that pn
ln3 n

→ ∞.

The central result of the extreme value theory is the Fisher–Tippet–Gnedenko theorem [9, 10] claiming
that, if, for an infinite sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables

{ξi}i∈N and some non-random an, bn the distribution of ξ(n)−an

bn
converges weakly to a non-degenerate

distribution (here, as usual, ξ(n) = max{ξ1, . . . ξn}), then this limit distribution belongs to one of the
following three families of distributions: Gumbel, Weibull or Fréchet, and the conditions for the limit
distribution to belong to one of theses families are known. Note that this result is not applicable to
the degree sequences of random graphs since they constitute triangular arrays of dependent random
variables. However, the degree sequence can be approximated by independent binomial random variables
in the following sense. A fixed vertex of G(n, p) has the binomial distribution Bin(n − 1, p) with n − 1
trails and success probability p. In [17] it was proven that, for the maximum DN of N independent
binomial random variables ξN,1, ξN,2, . . . , ξN,N ∼ Bin(M,p), where M = M(N) = ω(ln3N), p = const,
and for every x ∈ R, the following is true:

Pr

(
DN ≤ pM +

√
2p(1 − p)M lnN

[
1 − ln lnN

4 lnN
− 2

√
π

2 lnN
+

x

2 lnN

])
→ e−e−x

as N → ∞.
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It is easy to see that in the case M = n− 1, N = n this result gives the same scaling constants and limit
distribution as in Theorem 1.1. This is not unexpected since every pair of vertices in G(n, p) is almost
independent — the dependency is only due to the single adjacency relation between these two vertices.

However, as we will see below, the limit distributions of similar statistics in G(n, p) not necessarily
belong to any of the above three families of distributions.

To work with dependent random variables (degrees), Bollobás used the method of moments. Namely,
let us denote by X the number of vertices with degree greater than an+bnx. It turns out that the r-th mo-
ment of the random variable X converges in distribution to the r-th moment of the Poisson random vari-
able with mean e−x. From this it follows (see [3, Theorems 30.1, 30.2]) that limn→∞ Pr(X = 0) = e−e−x

,
which implies the result.

Recently [18], Rodionov and the second author of the paper generalised Theorem 1.1 for the maximum
number of common neighbours of k vertices ∆n,k in G(n, p), where k is an arbitrary fixed positive integer.

Let pk ≫ ln3 n
n , 1 − p≫

√
ln lnn

n , then appropriately scaling ∆n,k converges in distribution to a standard

Gumbel random variable as well. The authors used a different approach for the following reasons:
(1) in the case k > 1 the variance of the analogous random variables approaches infinity that makes

the method of moments no longer applicable directly;
(2) it is computationally difficult (and not clear that it is possible to do in general) to estimate higher

moments of the analogous random variable X.
But it turns out that it is enough to condition the probability space on certain “frequent” events,

then, for the conditional probability, prove that EX(X − 1) ∼ (EX)2, and finally apply some bounds
on the probability of “non-existence” that are inspired by the method of Arratia et al [2]. Note that
another possible approach to overcome dependencies between weakly dependent random variables is
the Stein–Chen method (see, for example, [13]) for establishing Poisson approximations. For example,
Malinovsky [16] recently presented a proof of Theorem 1.1 using this method.

Finally, in [11] a similar result for the maximum number of s-cliques sharing a single vertex was
proven.

Note that all the above statistics are particular cases of extension numbers that were studied by
Spencer in [22, 23], who was inspired by the fact that properties of these statistics constitute the basis of
the argument for the validity of first order 0-1 laws for sparse random graphs [15, 20]. These statistics
also appear to be useful in many other applications, see, e.g. [4, 5, 6]. An extension is simply a rooted
subgraph of a given graph isomorphic to a fixed pattern rooted graph. Formally, let H be a graph with
a distinguished set of roots R = {u1, . . . , ut}, and let S = {ut+1, . . . , us} be all the other vertices of H
(expansion set). An (R,H)-extension of a tuple of vertices T = (x1, . . . , xt) is a graph G on {x1, . . . , xs}
such that for all i < j such that j > t, the vertices ui, uj are adjacent in H if and only if xi, xj are adjacent
in G. Fix a rooted graph (R,H) and a t-tuple T from [n] := {1, . . . , n}. Denote by X(T ) := X(R,H)(T ) —
extension count — the total number of (R,H)-extensions of T in G(n, p) (note that we count extensions
as not necessarily induced subgraphs). Spencer [23] proved the law of large numbers for the number of
extensions in the case when (R,H) is grounded (there is at least one edge between the set of roots and
the expansion set in H) and strictly balanced (extensions in which all proper subextensions have a strictly
lower density) rooted graph and p is large enough. These results were recently refined in [21].

In the current paper we consider G(n, p = const) (in order to avoid hard technical details; however,
at least some of our results can be generalised to a wider range of p = p(n)) and address the following
general question.

Given a rooted graph (R,H), what is the asymptotical distribution of the maximum of X(T )
over all possible choices of r-tuples T?

More precisely, are there an and bn such that maxT X(T )−an

bn
converges weakly to a non-generate distri-

bution, and what is the limit distribution if this is the case? For convenience, we consider only fully
grounded rooted graphs (R,H), i.e. every root has at least 1 non-root neighbour. This assumption does
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not cause any loss in generality since clearly roots that are not adjacent to non-root vertices do not affect
the maximum statistics we are looking at. In this paper we answer positively to the above question under
certain conditions on (R,H). More precisely, let us call (R,H) symmetric, if the set of root vertices R can
be divided into disjoint classes so that each non-root vertex is either not connected to the root set in H
or is connected to all vertices of exactly one class. So the expansion set S(H) forms an arbitrary graph,
and the only constraint is that the bipartite graph between S(H) and R is a disjoint union of complete
bipartite subgraphs. Further in this section, we state the main result of our paper claiming a limit law for
every symmetric extension. It generalises all the above mentioned results. Let us give various examples
(see Fig. 1) of symmetric rooted graphs including the three instances for which the limit law was known:

(a) edge extension

(b) common neighbour extension for k = 5

(c) extension of a single vertex by a 5-
clique

(d) bijective clique extension for m = 3 (e) extension by path of length 5

Fig. 1: symmetric rooted graphs, roots are in red

a) H is a single edge with a single root. Then X(R,H)(v) = deg(v), the asymptotic distribution of the
maximum degree was described in Theorem 1.1.

b) H is a star graph with k rays, all leaves are roots. In this case X(R,H)(v1, . . . , vk) = deg(v1, . . . , vk),
that denotes the number of common neighbours of vertices v1, . . . , vk in G(n, p), the respective maximum
was studied in [18]. In what follows, we denote by degG(U) and NG(U) the number of common neighbours
and the set of common neighbours of vertices from the set U in G respectively. We omit the subscript
G, when the host graph G is clear from the context.

c) H is an s-clique with a single vertex being root. So X(R,H)(v) is the number of s-clicks that share
v. The respective maximum was studied in [11].

Note that in the above three cases the bipartite graph between the set of roots and the expansion set
is complete (i.e. there is a single class of roots), which appears to be crucial for the limit distribution
to be from the Gumbel family. Let us give other two illustrative examples of symmetric extensions with
several classes of roots:

d) H consists of a set of roots and an expansion set of equal size m, the bipartite graph between
them is a matching, and the expansion set induces an m-clique. We call such an extension a bijective
(m-)clique extension. Note that in this case there are m classes of roots, each one consists of a single
vertex.

e) H is a simple path between two vertices x1, x2, the set of roots is R = {x1, x2}. There are exactly
two classes of roots {x1} and {x2}. Note that the respective maximum statistics is the maximum number
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of paths of a given length between a pair vertices.
As we will see later, the limit distributions of the maximum statistics related to the last two extensions

do not belong to the Gumbel family.

Let us now introduce the necessary notations and state the main result of our paper. Consider a
symmetric fully grounded rooted graph (R,H) with h vertices and f edges induced by the expansion
set S(H). Let its set of roots R be divided into classes (in accordance with the definition of classes
of roots of symmetric extensions) such that, for every i ∈ [r], there are exactly mi classes of size ki
(here, k1 < . . . < kr are cardinalities of all the root classes that are presented in H). It turns out
that the limiting distribution (but not the scaling constants) depends solely on the bipartite rooted
subgraph of H consisting of the same set of roots, vertices that are adjacent to at least one root in H
and edges between the roots and non-roots. This subgraph is defined by the vector W (H) := ((m1, k1),
(m2, k2), . . . , (mr, kr)) as well as the vector of cardinalities of sets of vertices from the expansion set that
are adjacent to all roots from a class (over all classes). Thus, to determine this subgraph completely, we
consider gij , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi], being the number of common neighbours of the jth root class of size ki
in the expansion set. Without loss of generality we assume that gi,1 ≥ . . . ≥ gi,mi for every i ∈ [r]. Let
us denote by gi :=

∑mi

j=1 gi,j the number of vertices adjacent to all roots from a certain class of size ki,

and by g :=
∑r

i=1 gi the total number of vertices adjacent to at least one root. Finally, let s ≥ 0 be the
number of vertices from the expansion set that are not adjacent to roots. Clearly,

|R| + g + s = h . (1)

Theorem 1.2. Within the above notations, define

an = ns+g−1pf

g1,1!g1,2!...gr,mr !

[
np

r∑
i=1

kigi
+

√
2n lnn×

×
( r∑

i=1

gip
ki(gi−1)

√
kipki(1 − pki)

(
1 − ln(ki!)

2ki lnn − ln[4πki lnn]
4ki lnn

))]
,

bn = ns+g−1pf

g1,1!g1,2!...gr,mr !

√
n

2 lnnp

r∑
i=1

kigi
.

(2)

Then

maxT X(T ) − an
bn

d−→
r∑

i=1

√
1 − pki

kipki

mi∑
j=1

gi,jηi,j , (3)

where the vectors ηi = (ηij , j ∈ [mi]) are mutually independent and have densities

pηi(x1, x2, . . . , xmi) = e−x1 · e−x2 · . . . · e−xmi · e−e−xmi · I(x1 ≥ x2 ≥ . . . ≥ xmi
).

Let us now briefly discuss the methods of the proof. It seems natural that the maximum number of
extensions is achieved at the set of roots whose classes have maximum number of common neighbours. For
example, it turns out that the maximum number of paths of a given length is drawn between two vertices
with the first and the second maximum degrees. In the same way, a pair of vertices with maximum
number of common neighbours has maximum possible number of k-cliques inside its neighbourhood.
This can be proven using a conditional maximisation method that we distill from [11] and develop and
generalise in the present paper. In [11] in this way the limit distribution of the maximum number of
k-cliques sharing a single vertex was studied. Let us briefly recall the main line of the proof. For every
vertex i of the random graph, consider its degree deg(i), and let Yi be the expected number of k-cliques
containing i conditioned on deg(i). The key argument that allows to transfer the limit distribution of
maxYi to the desired maximum number of k-cliques sharing a single vertex is

Lemma 1.3 (M. Isaev, I. Rodionov, R. Zhang, M. Zhukovskii [11]). Let X(n) ∈ Rd, d = d(n), be a
sequence of random vectors, an and bn — two sequences of constants, and F be a continuous cdf.
Let for any x such that 0 < F (x) < 1:
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1.
∏d

i=1 Pr(Yi ≤ an + bnx) → F (x),

2. Pr(maxi∈[d] Yi ≤ an + bnx) → F (x),

3. for any fixed ϵ > 0,

Pr(|Xi − Yi| > ϵbn) = o(1)Pr(Yi > an + bnx) uniformly over all i ∈ [d]. (4)

Then Pr(maxi∈[d]Xi ≤ an + bnx) → F (x) as well.

In the present paper we generalise this techniques to symmetric rooted graphs with arbitrary root
classes. This is possible since the conditional expectation is a monotone function of cardinalities of
common neighbourhoods of root classes. For this reason, we find the limiting distribution of the vector
of maximums ∆j

n,ki
, i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi], where ∆j

n,k is the jth maximum number of common neighbours of a
k-set in G(n, p). This generalises the main result of [18]. Note that, in particular, we show that whp the
maximums are achieved at disjoint sets of roots (m1 sets of size k1, m2 sets of size k2, etc). Thus, this is
possible to find explicitly the average number of (R,H)-extensions of these maximising sets of roots.

Let us now apply Theorem 1.2 to rooted graphs described in a)-e). All these rooted graphs have
r = 1.

Note that all the rooted graphs defined in a), b), c) have m1 = 1 implying that the limit distribution
belongs to the Gumbel family. In particular, consider a rooted graph with k1 roots and g pairwise adjacent
non-roots, that are also adjacent to every root. This rooted graph generalises all rooted graphs from a),
b), c). For the maximum number maxT X(T ) of such extensions in G(n, p) we get (we let k = k1)

Corollary 1.4. Let r = 1, m1 = 1 and s = 0. Let

an = (npk)g−1p(
g
2)

g!

[
npk +

√
2n lnng

√
kpk(1 − pk)

(
1 − ln(k!)

2k lnn − ln[4πk lnn]
4k lnn

)]
,

bn = ng−1p(
g
2)+kg

(g−1)!

√
n(1−pk)
2kpk lnn

.

Then maxT X(T )−an

bn

d→ η, where η has cdf e−e−x

.

Note that this number maxT X(T ) is exactly the maximum number of g-cliques with at least k common
neighbours of their vertices. It is worth mentioning that this claim was announced in [18], however its
complete proof was not presented.

Let us apply Theorem 1.2 to the case d). Here W (H) = (m, 1), v = 0, g1,j = 1, g1 = g = m, f =
(
m
2

)
.

By Theorem 1.2, we get that the cdf of the limiting random variable equals

F (x) =

∫ x/m

−∞

∫ (x−tm)/(m−1)

tm

. . .

∫ x−tm−...−t2

t2

e−e−tm
e−tme−tm−1 . . . e−t1dt1 . . . dtm. (5)

After accurate calculations, we can verify that its density function equals

ρ(x) = e−x

(
e−e−x/m

m!
+ P (x)

∫ −e−x/m

−∞

et

t
dt

)
for some polynomial P since F (x) can be represented as

F (x) =
x/m∫
−∞

e−e−tm e−mtm

(m−1)!dtm − e−x
m∑
i=2

1
(i−1)!Ii(x), where

Ii(x) =
x/m∫
−∞

e−e−tm
(x−tm)/(m−1)∫

tm−1

. . .

(x−
m∑

j=i+1

tj)/i∫
ti+1

dtm . . . dti.

(6)

Note that Ei(y) =
y∫

−∞

et

t dt is an exponential integral which is not an elementary function. Thus:
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Corollary 1.5. Let (R,H) be a rooted graph presented on Fig. 1.d) with a clique of size m ≥ 2. Let

an = (np)m−1p(
m
2 )
[
np+

√
2n lnnm

√
p(1 − p)

(
1 − ln[4π lnn]

4 lnn

)]
, bn = (np)m−1p(

m
2 )

√
np(1 − p)

2 lnn
.

Then maxT X(T )−an

bn

d→ η, where η has cdf described in (6).

Finally, we apply Theorem 1.2 to the case e), which corresponds to the maximum number of paths
with ℓ > 3 edges between two vertices (ℓ = 2, 3 are special cases of Corollaries 1.4 and 1.5 respectively).
Here W (H) = (2, 1), v = ℓ − 3, g1,j = 1, g1 = g = 2, f = ℓ− 2. Note that the limit distribution is a
particular case of (5) with m = 2 since, as we noted above, the limit distribution depends only on W (H)
and (gij), so its density equals

ρ(x) =
d

dx

∫ x/2

−∞

∫ x−t2

t2

e−e−t2
e−t2e−t1dt1dt2 = −e−x

∫ −e−x/2

−∞

et

t
dt.

Thus, we got the following result:

Corollary 1.6. Let (R,H) be a rooted graph presented on Fig. 1.e) with a path of length ℓ ≥ 4. Let

an = (np)ℓ−2p

[
np+ 2

√
2n lnnp(1 − p)

(
1 − ln[4π lnn]

4 lnn

)]
, bn = (np)ℓ−2p

√
np(1 − p)

2 lnn
.

Then maxT X(T )−an

bn

d→ η, where η has density −e−xEi(−e−x/2).

So, indeed, the limit distributions of the maximum statistics from d) and e) does not belong to the
Gumbel family.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we recall and state several auxiliary claims
about the random graph related to the binomial distribution that we use later in the proof. Section 3
is devoted to the joint limit distribution of scaled maximum numbers of common neighbours. The main
result is proved in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to a discussion of further questions.

2 Preliminaries

When working with maximum numbers of extensions, we frequently use asymptotical expressions for tails
of binomial distribution from [18, Section 2.1], that follow from the de Moivre–Laplace limit theorem. In
particular, the de Moivre–Laplace limit theorem immediately implies

Claim 2.1. Fix ℓ ∈ N and x > 0. Consider arbitrary ℓ vertices a1, a2, . . . , aℓ in the random graph. Then

Pr

(
|deg(a1, . . . , aℓ) − npℓ| >

√
2xnpℓ(1 − pℓ) lnn

)
=

1 + o(1)

nx
√
πx lnn

. (7)

Let us denote for convenience Γℓ = npℓ +
√

2ℓnpℓ(1 − pℓ) lnn. By the union bound, the number of
common neighbours of every set of ℓ vertices is at most Γℓ. Further in the work, in many places we
restrict the probability space of graphs to only those graphs in which this property is satisfied for all
ℓ ≤ k, where k is a predefined fixed integer. We call this subspace Qn (omitting the dependence of k in
the notation since it is always clear from the context), this narrowing would not affect convergences of
probabilities to 0 or 1.

We also use the main result from [18] about the limit distribution of the maximum number of common
neighbours.
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Theorem 2.2 (I. Rodionov, M. Zhukovskii [18]). Let ∆m
n,k (k,m ∈ N) be the m-th highest number of

common neighbours of k vertices in G(n, p), where the maximum is taken over all possible k-tuples of
distinct vertices. Let the probability of drawing an edge p = p(n) ∈ (0, 1) be such that

pk ≫ ln3 n

n
, 1 − p≫

√
ln lnn

n
as n→ ∞.

Let

an,k = npk +
√

2kpk(1 − pk)n lnn

(
1 − ln(k!)

2k lnn
− ln[4πk lnn]

4k lnn

)
, bn,k =

√
pk(1 − pk)n

2k lnn
. (8)

Then
∆m

n,k−an,k

bn,k
converges in distribution to a random variable with cdf e−e−x

m−1∑
j=0

e−jx

j! .

We also use the asymptotics of the probability that a fixed k-set U has more than an,k+xbn,k common
neighbours. Denoting this event by BU (x), using the de Moivre–Laplace limit theorem, it is easy to see
(the full proof can be found in [18, Section 2.1]) that

Pr(BU (x)) ∼ k!

nk
e−x as n→ ∞. (9)

In Appendix, we prove the useful technical lemma which is stated below. It claims that the maximum
numbers of common neighbours are achieved at non-overlapping sets. We use this lemma to show that the
maximum number of extensions is achieved at those disjoint root classes that, in turn, admit maximum
numbers of respective subextensions by common neighbours.

Lemma 2.3. Let mi, ki ∈ N, i ∈ [r], r ∈ N, and all ki be distinct. Let Ui,j, i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi], be ki-sets
such that cardinalities of their common neighborhoods are maximum, i.e. for every i ∈ [r] deg(Ui,1) ≥
. . . ≥ deg(Ui,mi

) are cardinalities of mi biggest common neighborhoods among all ki-sets. Then whp all
Ui,j are disjoint.

We move the proof to Appendix B since it is actually a generalisation of a particular case of this result
proven (implicitly) in [18], and we use exactly the same proof strategy.

3 Joint distribution of maxima

The limit distribution of the scaled maximum number of extensions in Theorem 1.2 is in fact entirely
determined by the joint distribution of the maximum numbers of common neighbours of sets of vertices
of respective sizes, which is studied in this section. In the first subsection, we find the joint distribution
of ∆n,ki

:= ∆1
n,ki

, i ∈ [r], — maxima cardinalities of common neighborhoods of ki vertices for distinct
k1, . . . , kr. In the second subsection, using this result, we find the limit joint distribution of the first mi

largest numbers of common neighbours of ki vertices, i ∈ [r].

3.1 Maximum neighborhoods

It is shown here that the scaled maximum numbers of common neighbours are almost independent. More
precisely, the following generalisation of Theorem 2.2 (for constant p) is proved:

Claim 3.1. Let some x1, x2, . . . , xr ∈ R be fixed. Then

Pr
(

∆n,k1
−an,k1

bn,k1
≤ x1,

∆n,k2
−an,k2

bn,k2
≤ x2, . . . ,

∆n,kr−an,kr

bn,kr
≤ xr

)
→ e−e−x1 · e−e−x2 · . . . · e−e−xr

as n→ ∞,

where constants an,ki , bn,ki are defined in (8).

Denote by Xi = Xi(xi), i ∈ [r], the number of sets of ki vertices that have a “large” number of common
neighbours, namely, more than an,ki

+bn,ki
xi. Then our goal is to bound Pr(X1 = 0, X2 = 0, . . . , Xr = 0).
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Lower bound

Pr(X1 = 0, X2 = 0, . . . , Xr = 0) ≥ Pr(X1 = 0)Pr(X2 = 0) . . .Pr(Xr = 0)

is a consequence of [1, Theorem 6.3.3] — an application of the well-known FKG-inequality [1, Theorem
6.2.1]. Indeed, the properties of the absence of sets with a large number of common neighbours are
decreasing functions of the edges of the random G(n, p). The limit of the right-hand side of this bound
coincides with the limit distribution in Claim 3.1 due to Theorem 2.2.

Upper bound is in fact similar to the proof of [18, Lemma 1] and follows almost directly from [11,
Lemma 3.1]. Let us recall the requirements and the statement of this lemma.

Let us denote by T the set of all subsets of vertices in G(n, p) of one of the sizes k1, k2, . . . , kr. We
consider two families of events: {BU} and {B̃U} = {BU ∩ {G ∈ Qn}}, where U = {u1, . . . , uki

}, i ∈ [r],
is an arbitrary set in T . Note that xi is substituted into the definition of BU = BU (xi) according to the

size of U . Thus our aim is to bound Pr(
⋂

U∈T BU ) ≤ Pr(
⋂

U∈T B̃U ). To do this, we use the following key
lemma from [11, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma 3.2 (M. Isaev, I. Rodionov, R. Zhang, M. Zhukovskii [11]). Let (Ai)i∈[d] be the set of events
with non-zero probabilities. If sets (Di ⊂ [d]\{i})i∈[d] satisfy

Pr

 ⋃
j∈[i−1]\Di

Aj |Ai

− Pr

 ⋃
j∈[i−1]\Di

Aj

 ≤ φ,

for some φ ≥ 0 and all i ∈ [d], then

Pr

⋂
i∈[d]

Ai

 ≤
∏
i∈[d]

Pr(Ai) + φ

1 −
∏
i∈[d]

Pr(Ai)

+ ∆, (10)

where ∆ = ∆(A,D) =
∑
i∈[d]

Pr

(
Ai ∩

⋃
j∈[i−1]∪Di

Aj

) ∏
ℓ∈[d]\[i]

Pr(Aℓ).

It is useful to choose Di to be the set of all j ̸= i so that Aj strongly depends on Ai. We order all

U ∈ T , and let Ai = B̃U for the ith set U . We also let j ∈ Di whenever the jth set of T has a non-empty
intersection with the ith set from T . Then

∏
Pr(Ai) =

∏
U∈T

Pr(B̃U ) = exp

[∑
U∈T

ln(1 − Pr(B̃U ))

]
= exp

∑
i∈[r]

−λki + o(1)

 ,
where λk =

∑
U⊂[n],|U |=k

Pr(B̃U ). In [18, Section 2.3.1] it is proved that λk ∼ e−xk as n → ∞. Thus, it

suffices to verify that ∆ = o(1) and φ = o(1).
Let us first prove that ∆ = o(1). In the proof of Lemma 2.3 it is shown that for arbitrary i, j ∈ [r]

and an arbitraty C ∈ R

∑
U∩V ̸=∅,|U |=ki,|V |=kj ,U ̸=V

Pr

(
deg(U) > an,ki + C

√
n

lnn
, deg(V ) > an,kj + C

√
n

lnn
, G ∈ Qn

)
→ 0.

Choose C sufficiently small and get

∆ ≤
∑

U∈T,V ∈T :V ∩U ̸=∅
Pr(B̃U ∩ B̃V ) = o(1).

8



In remains to prove that ϕ = o(1). For every U ∈ T

Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

B̃V

∣∣∣ B̃U

)
− Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

B̃V

)
≤

≤ Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

degG\U (V ) > an,ki
+ xibn,ki

− |U |

)
− Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

B̃V

)
,

where ki = ki(V ) = |V | and xi = xi(V ) is defined accordingly. So due to the union bound and the de
Moivre–Laplace limit theorem we get

Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

B̃V

∣∣∣ B̃U

)
− Pr

( ⋃
V ∩U=∅

B̃V

)
≤
∑
V⊂T

Pr(deg(V ) ∈ [−kr, 0] + an,ki
+ xibn,ki

) → 0

uniformly over i ∈ [d], implying that φ = o(1) and completing the proof.

3.2 First mi maxima

For i ∈ [r] and j ∈ [mi], let ξi,j be the centered and normalised j-th maximum number of common
neighbours of ki vertices in G(n, p) with the scaling constants defined in (8), i.e.

ξi,j =
∆j

n,ki
− an,ki

bn,ki

.

The purpose of this section is to find the limiting distribution of the random vector ξ comprising all

s =
r∑

i=1

mi random variables ξi,j , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi].

For x ∈ Rs we will denote its coordinates by xi,j , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi], for convenience. Clearly, it is
sufficient to study the distribution of ξ on the set Y = {x ∈ Rs : ∀i ∈ [r] xi,mi

≤ xi,mi−1 ≤ . . . ≤ xi,1},
since from the definition ξi,mi

≤ ξi,mi−1 . . . ≤ ξi,1 for every i ∈ [r]. Fix x ∈ Rs. For i ∈ [r], set
A(i) = {ξi,1 ≤ xi,1, ξi,2 ≤ xi,2, . . . , ξi,mi ≤ xi,mi}.

For i ∈ [r], t ∈ [mi] and 1 ≤ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ . . . ≤ ℓt−1 ≤ mi, define

A(i; ℓ1, . . . , ℓt−1) = {ξi,1 ∈ [xi,ℓ1 , xi,ℓ1+1], . . . , ξi,t−1 ∈ [xi,ℓt−1 , xi,ℓt−1+1], ξi,t ≤ xi,mi}

— the event, saying that each ξij (but the smallest one) is between two consecutive coordinates of x.
Clearly, A(i) is the disjoint union of all possible A(i; ℓ1, . . . , ℓt−1). So, in order to find the distribution of
ξ it is sufficient to find it on all Cartesian products of events A(i; ℓ1, . . . , ℓt−1) over i ∈ [r]. As we will see
later, in order to compute density of the limit distribution of ξ, it is sufficient to find the measure of a
one “simple brick” D = D1 × . . .×Dr, where:

Di = {ξi,1 ∈ [xi,2, xi,1], ξi,2 ∈ [xi,3, xi,2], . . . , ξi,mi−1 ∈ [xi,mi , xi,mi−1], ξi,mi ≤ xi,mi}. (11)

Let us also restrict the probability space only to those graphs in which the first mi maxima numbers
of common neighbours of ki-sets are reached at non-overlapping sets over all i ∈ [r]. We denote this event
as DisjRoots. From Lemma 2.3 whp DisjRoots happens, so the limit of Pr(D1 ×D2 × . . .×Dr) is the
same as the probability limit of D′ = D1 ×D2 × . . .×Dr ∩DisjRoots.

Now we consider the set of disjoint events D′(w), w ∈ W , where W = (Uij , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi − 1]) —
the set of all tuples of disjoint sets Ui,j of size ki, and

D′(w) =

r⋂
i=1

∀j ∈ [mi − 1]
deg(Ui,j) − an,ki

bn,ki

∈ [xi,j+1, xi,j ],

max
Vi∈G/U,|Vi|=ki

deg(Vi) − an,ki

bn,ki

≤ xi,mi

 ,

where U =
⊔

i∈[r],j∈[mi−1]

Ui,j . It is obvious that

∑
w

Pr(D′(w)) − Pr(DisjRoots) ≤ Pr(D′) ≤
∑
w

Pr(D′(w)),
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so it is enough to estimate the sum of Pr(D′(w)) over w ∈W . The total number of vectors in W is

|W | =

(
n

k1

)
·
(
n− k1
k1

)
· . . . ·

(
n− (m1 − 2)k1

k1

)
·
(
n− (m1 − 1)k1

k2

)
· . . . ·

·
(
n− (m1 − 1)k1 − (m2 − 2)k2

k2

)
· . . . ·

(
n−

∑
(mi − 1)ki + kr

kr

)
=

n|U |(1 + o(1))

(k1!)m1−1(k2!)m2−1 . . . (kr!)mr−1
.

(12)
Let us order pairs (i, j) lexicographically. Denote Gij = G/

⋃
(i′,j′)<(i,j)

Ui′,j′ . Then we have for each

w ∈W :

D′(w) =

{
∀i ∈ [r] ∀j ∈ [mi − 1]

degGij
(Ui,j) − an,ki

+ ϵi,j

bn,ki

∈ [xi,j+1, xi,j ],

∀i ∈ [r]

max
Vi∈(G/U

ki
)

degG/U (Vi) − an,ki + ϵi

bn,ki

≤ xi,mi

 ,

where ϵi,j and ϵi are random variable equal to the number of common neighbours of Ui,j and Vi respectively
among the union of the previous ones in the our enumeration {Ui,j}. It is clear that for all i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi],
ϵi, ϵi,j < |R| = const. Using this, and the consequence of the De Moivre-Laplace theorem (9) we get that
the probability limit is

lim
n→∞

Pr(D′(w)) =

r∏
i=1

(
(ki)!(e

−xi,2 − e−xi,1)

nki
× . . .× (ki)!(e

−xi,mi − e−xi,mi−1)

nki

)
×

× lim
n→∞

Pr

 max
V1∈(G/U

k1
)

degG/U (V1) − an,k1

bn,k1

≤ x1,m1 , . . . ,

max
Vr∈(G/U

kr
)

degG/U (Vr) − an,kr

bn,kr

≤ xr,mr

 .

Using the probability limit for the last factor from Claim 3.1 and the asymptotics on |W | (12), we get

lim
n→∞

Pr(D) = lim
n→∞

Pr(D′) =
∑
w∈W

lim
n→∞

Pr(D′(w)) =

=

r∏
i=1

(
(e−xi,2 − e−xi,1) · (e−xi,3 − e−xi,2) · . . . · (e−xi,mi − e−xi,mi−1)

)
·

r∏
i=1

e−e
−xi,mi := F (x) .

We denote by A the set of all Cartesian products of A(i; ℓ1, . . . , ℓt−1) over i ∈ [r]. In the same way
as above, it is easy to see that the limit probability of the j-th set Aj = A(1; ℓ11, . . . , ℓ

1
t1−1) × . . . ×

A(r; ℓr1, . . . , ℓ
r
tr−1) ∈ A is

Tj(x) :=
r∏

i=1

(e
−x

i,ℓi1+1 − e
−x

i,ℓi1 ) · (e
−x

i,ℓi2+1 − e
−x

i,ℓ12 ) · . . . · (e
−x

i,ℓi
(t1−1)

+1 − e
−x

i,ℓi
(t1−1) ) ·

r∏
i=1

e−e
−xi,mi .

It is easy to see that the density of limit distribution of ξ equals

p(x1, . . . , xs) =
∂s

∂x1 . . . ∂xs

|A|∑
j=1

Tj(x1, . . . , xs) =
∂s

∂x1 . . . ∂xs
F (x1, . . . , xs) =

=
∂s

∂x1 . . . ∂xs

r∏
i=1

(e−xi,2 − e−x1,1)(e−xi,3 − e−x1,2) · . . . · (e−xi,mi − e−xi,mi−1) · e−e
−xi,mi .

Expanding all brackets and differentiating, we obtain

Claim 3.3. ξ converges in distribution to a random vector with an absolutely continuous distribution

with pdf p(x1, . . . , xs) =
r∏

i=1

pi(xi,1, xi,2, . . . xi,mi
), where each

pi(x1, x2, . . . , xmi
) = e−x1 · e−x2 · . . . · e−xmi · e−e−xmi · I(x1 ≥ x2 ≥ . . . ≥ xmi

).
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Note that Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 2.2 are particular cases of Claim 3.3 for constant p.

4 Proof of the main result

In this section we prove the main result of the paper, Theorem 1.2, by implementing the conditional
maximisation method described in Introduction. Let us consider in G(n, p) an arbitrary ordered set of
vertices T of cardinality |R| and its partition into root classes Aij , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]. Let Y (T ) be the
number of (R,H)-extensions conditioned on numbers of common neighbours for all root classes Aij . Thus

Y (T ) = E(X(R,H)(T )
∣∣degG(Aij), i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]). (13)

The general idea is to find the limit distribution of a scaled max
T

Y (T ) and then prove that the maximum

number of extensions max
T

X(T ) is not much different from it and so converges to the same distribution.

It is worth noting that we can not do the same as in [11] and directly apply Lemma 1.3 since the first
condition is not satisfied in our settings: the product of probabilities does not converge to the limit
distribution of maxima. However, we state a more general lemma, which is sufficient for our purposes:

Lemma 4.1. Let X = X(n) ∈ Rd, d = d(n), be a sequence of random vectors. Let an and bn be two
sequences of real constants, and let F be a continuous cdf. Let, for any x ∈ R such that 0 < F (x) < 1,

1. Pr(maxi∈[d] Yi ≤ an + bnx) → F (x),

2. for any fixed ε > 0,
d∑

i=1

Pr(|Xi − Yi| > εbn) = o(1) . (14)

Then Pr(maxi∈[d]Xi ≤ an + bnx) → F (x) for all x ∈ R.

The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of Lemma 1.3; it can be found in Appendix A. We
verify the first requirement in Lemma 4.1 with cdf defined in (3) in Section 4.1. The second condition is
verified using Janson inequality and a similar (but weaker) upper tail bound in Section 4.2 completing
the proof of Theorem 1.2.

4.1 Convergence of the expected conditional number of extensions

Here we will havily rely on Claim 3.3.
Consider an arbitrary set of vertices T of size |R| and its partition in accordance with W (H):

T =

r⊔
i=1

Ai, Ai =

mi⊔
j=1

Ai,j , where |Ai,j | = ki.

Then for Y (T ) defined in (13) we have:

Y (T ) = pf (n− h+ s) · (n− h+ s− 1) · . . . · (n− h+ 1) · E(S(T )|deg(Ai,j), i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]),

where S(T ) is the number of (R,H ′)-extensions of T in G(n, p), and H ′ is obtained from H by deleting
all non-root vertices that are not adjacent to roots and also all edges between all the remaining non-root
vertices.

Let us estimate the conditional expectation of S(T ). From the definition of symmetric extensions,
each vertex of this “first” level in H is connected to exactly one of the sets of roots corresponding to Ai,j

in G(n, p). Note that, if U is the set of all common neighbours of A1,1 in G(n, p), then it may happen that
some other Ai,j has common neighbours in U or that some roots from T belong to U . Then obviously

∏
i∈[r],j∈[mi]

(
deg(Ai,j) − |R| − g

gi,j

)
≤ E (S(T )|deg(Ai,j), i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi])) ≤

∏
i∈[r],j∈[mi]

(
deg(Ai,j)

gi,j

)
.

11



Thus, assuming that all deg(Ai,j) → ∞ as n→ ∞, we get that

Y (T ) = pfns
∏

i∈[r],j∈[mi]

deg(Ai,j)
gi,j

gi,j !

(
1 +O

(
1

deg(Ai,j)

))
. (15)

Denote ψi,j =
deg(Ai,j)−an,ki

bn,ki
with constants an,k, bn,k defined in (8). Note that for every i ∈ [r], the

first mi maxima of ψi,j over Ai,j equal ξi,1 ≥ ξi,2 . . . ≥ ξi,mi , where ξi,j are defined in Section 3.2. Since
an,k ∼ n, bn,k ∼

√
n

lnn , and whp ψi,j = O(lnn) (we further restrict the space of graphs to those in which
this condition is satisfied, the convergence of probabilities does not change), then whp

Y (T ) = a(n) + b(n) + o

(
ns+g−1

√
n

lnn

)
,

where

a(n) =
pfns∏

i∈[r],j∈[mi]

gi,j !

r∏
i=1

a

mi∑
j=1

gij

n,ki
∼ pfng+s−1∏

i∈[r],j∈[mi]

gi,j !

np r∑
i=1

ki

mi∑
j=1

gi,j
+

+
√

2n lnn

 r∑
i=1

mi∑
j=1

gij

 p
ki

(
mi∑
j=1

gi,j−1

)√
kipki(1 − pki)

(
1 − ln(ki!)

2ki lnn
− ln[4πki lnn]

4ki lnn

) = an,

b(n) =
pfns∏

i∈[r],j∈[mi]

gi,j !

r∑
i=1

a
mi∑
j=1

gi,j−1

n,ki

 r∏
i′ ̸=i

a

m
i′∑

j=1
gi′,j

n,ki′

 bn,ki

mi∑
j=1

gi,jψi,j




∼ pfns+g−1∏
i∈[r],j∈[mi]

gi,j !

√
n

2 lnn
p

r∑
i=1

ki

mi∑
j=1

gi,j

 r∑
i=1

√
1 − pki

kipki

mi∑
j=1

gi,jψi,j


= bn

 r∑
i=1

√
1 − pki

kipki

mi∑
j=1

gi,jψi,j

 .

By Claim 3.3 and Slutsky’s theorem,

max
T

Y (T ) − an
bn

=

r∑
i=1

√
1 − pki

kipki

mi∑
j=1

gi,jξi,j + oP(1)
d−→ η, (16)

where η has cdf defined in (3). Note that the equality in (16) holds true due to the descending order
of gi,j for each fixed i since ξi,1 ≥ . . . ≥ ξi,mi

. It is also worth noting that whp the maximum of Y (T )
coincides with the point-wise maximum (i.e. is achieved at Ai,j that have maximum numbers of common
neighbours). Finally, Lemma 2.3 together with (16) imply the first requirement in Lemma 4.1.

Remark. The pdf of η could be found explicitly due to Claim 3.3. Note that in the case r = 1, we may

divide both parts of (16) by
√

1−pk1

k1pk1
avoiding the dependency of the limit distribution of p.

4.2 Deviation from the expected conditional number of extensions

Here, using Janson-type correlation inequalities, we check the condition (14):∑
T

Pr(|X(T ) − Y (T )| > εbn) = o(1) .

Obviously, it suffices to show that uniformly over all root sets T in G(n, p), |T | = |R|, the proba-
bility of such deviation is o( 1

n|R| ). We use the same notation for Ai,j as in the previous section. Due
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to Claim 2.1 and the union bound, with probability o( 1
n|R| ) for at least one of the constantly many

sets Ai,j in the decomposition of T the number of common neigbours deg(Ai,j) differs from npki by

more than
√

2|R|npki(1 − pki) lnn. Let Si be the set of all integers that differ from npki by at most√
2|R|npki(1 − pki) lnn. Then

Pr (|X(T ) − Y (T )| > bnε) ≤ max
si,j∈Si

Pr (|X(T ) − Y (T )| > bnε | deg(Ai,j) = si,j , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi])+o

(
1

n|R|

)
.

Let us first get an upper tail bound using the inequality from [14, Proposition 2.44]. For convenience we
recall this inequality below:

Claim 4.2 (V. Rödl, A. Ruciński [19]). Let Γp be a binomial random subset of a finite set Γ, and let F
be a family of subsets in Γ. Let Z =

∑
F∈F I(F ⊂ Γp) count the number of times when F ∈ F appear as

subsets of Γp. Let D be the maximum (over F ) number of sets in F that overlap with a single F ∈ F .
Then, for every t ≥ 0,

Pr(Z ≥ EZ + t) ≤ (D + 1) exp

[
−t2

4(D + 1)(EZ + t/3)

]
.

Now we fix si,j ∈ Si, i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi], and also fix subsets Si,j ∈ [n] \ T of sizes si,j . Assume that
N(Ai,j) = Si,j for all i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]. In order to apply Claim 4.2, we let Γ to be the set of all edges that
have both end-points outside T . Let Z count the number of (R,H)-extensions of T . Then the family F
consists of sets of edges induced by sets of vertices of size O(nh−|R|), and thus D = O(nh−|R|−2). Recall
that bn = Θ(ns+g−1

√
n

lnn ) = Θ(nh−|R|−1
√

n
lnn ) by (1). Therefore, from (15) and the definition of S it

follows that that E(X(T ) |deg(A1,1), . . . ,deg(Ar,mr )) = Θ(nh−|R|). Thus, using Claim 4.2:

Pr (X(T ) − Y (T ) > b(n)ε |deg(Ai,j) = si,j , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]) ≤ nO(1) exp
[
−Θ

( n

lnn

)]
. (17)

To get the lower tail bound, we use the Janson’s inequality [14, Theorem 2.14]. Since the expected
number D of edge-crossing extensions is O(n2(h−|R|)−2), we get:

Pr (X(T ) − Y (T ) < −b(n)ε |deg(Ai,j) = si,j , i ∈ [r], j ∈ [mi]) ≤ exp

[
−b

2
nε

2

2D

]
= exp

[
−Θ

( n

lnn

)]
.

(18)
Combining (17) and (18), we finish the proof of (14) and, thus, the proof of Theorem 1.2 as well.

5 Further questions

We believe that our techniques can be used to prove the convergence of a rescaled maximum number of
extensions even for non-symmetric (R,H), while it should be hard to find the limit distribution.

Fig. 2: a non-symmetric rooted graph, roots are in red
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In particular, for the probably easiest non-symmetric (R,H) consisting of two roots v1, v2 and two adjacent
non-roots u1, u2 such that u1 is adjacent to both v1, v2, and u2 is only adjacent to v2 (see Fig. 2), we
need a local limit theorem for vectors of dependent binomial random variables, which may be hard to
eliminate. Also, achieving a sufficient upper bound for ∆ to apply Lemma 3.2 could be technically very
involved. Though we shall note that vertices of H that are not adjacent to R do not cause any additional
difficulties.

Note that Bollobás [7], Ivchenko [12] and Rodionov, Zhukovskii [18] studied also m-th maxima of
cardinalities of common neighborhoods. It is of interest to get similar results for arbitrary symmetric
extensions, while it might be not so evident when r > 1 (let us recall that r is the number of different
cardinalities of root classes) or when r = 1 and m > 2.

Finally, our results can be generalised to p = p(n) = o(1) (but p > n−ε for some small enough constant
ε > 0) when r = 1. For larger r, the limit distribution that we get depends on p. So, for r > 1 and
p = o(1), the limit behaviour of the maximum number of extensions should be different.

Acknowledgements

Stepan Vakhrushev is supported by Russian Science Foundation, project 22-11-00131.

References

[1] N. Alon, J.H. Spencer, The Probabilistic Method, Third Edition, John Wiley & Sons (2008).

[2] R. Arratia, L. Goldstein, L. Gordon, Two moments suffice for Poisson approximations: the Chein-
Stein method, The Annals of Probability 17:1 (1989) 9–25.

[3] P. Billingsley, Probability and measure, 3d Edition, Wiley (2012).

[4] T. Bohman, A. Frieze, E. Lubetzky, Random triangle removal, Advances in Mathematics, 280 (2015)
379–438.

[5] T. Bohman, P. Keevash, Dynamic concentration of the triangle-free process, Random Structures &
Algorithms, 58 (2021) 221–293.

[6] T. Bohman, P. Keevash, The early evolution of the H-free process, Inventiones mathematicae, 181
(2010) 291–336.

[7] B. Bollobás, The distribution of the maximum degree of a random graph, Discrete Mathematics, 32
(1980) 201–203.

[8] K.L. Chung, A Course in Probability Theory, 2d ed, Academic Press, New York, (1974).

[9] R.A. Fisher, L.H.C. Tippett, Limiting forms of the frequency distribution of the largest or smallest
member of a sample, Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 24 (1928)
180–190.

[10] B. Gnedenko, Sur La Distribution Limite Du Terme Maximum D’Une Serie Aleatoire, Annals of
Mathematics, 44:3 (1943) 423–453.

[11] M. Isaev, I. Rodionov, R. Zhang, M. Zhukovskii, Extremal independence in discrete random systems,
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Appendix

A. Proof of Lemma 4.1

Let us denote Ai = Ai(x) := {Yi > an + bnx}, Bi := {Xi > an + bnx} for all i ∈ [d]. Note that it is
sufficient to prove Lemma 4.1 for all x ∈ R such that 0 < F (x) < 1. Let us fix such an x ∈ R. Find δ > 0
such that 0 < F (x − δ) ≤ F (x + δ) < 1. Let ε ∈ (0, δ). We also denote Aε

i := Ai(x + ε). The following
inequalities hold:

Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Aε
i

− Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Bi

 ≤ Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Aε
i \

⋃
i∈[d]

Bi

 ≤
∑
i∈[d]

Pr(Aε
i\Bi).

The condition (14) implies
∑
i∈[d]

Pr(Aε
i\Bi) = o(1), so

Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Bi

 ≥ Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Aε
i

− o(1).

But from the first requirement in Lemma 4.1

1 − Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Aε
i

 −→ F (x+ ε).

Recalling that F is continuous and that the above holds for any ε ∈ (0, δ), we conclude that

1 − Pr

⋃
i∈[d]

Bi

 ≤ F (x) + o(1).

The lower bound 1−Pr(∪i∈[d]Bi) ≥ F (x)−o(1) is obtained similarly, using the events A−ε
i := Ai(x−ε)

and the relation
∑
i∈[d]

Pr(Bi\A−ε
i ) = o(1) that follows directly from the condition (14).
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B. Proof of Lemma 2.3

Since all the considered parameters are constants, it is sufficient to prove that, for any positive integers
k1 ≥ k2 ≥ k and m1,m2 whp the intersection of U1,m1 with U2,m2 does not equal to k. Let us denote this
event by A := A(k1, k2, k,m1,m2). Let us separately consider the case when the second set is a subset
of the first set, i.e. k1 > k2 = k.

Proof for the first case:
Let us estimate the probability of A by the union bound over all choices of two sets U1 ⊂ U2 on the

role of U1,m1 and U2,m2 :

Pr(A) ≤
(

n

k1 − k2

)
·
(
n− k1 + k2

k2

)
· Pr(U1,m1

= {1, . . . , k1}, U2,m2
= {1, . . . , k2}).

Fix ε > 0. From Theorem 2.2 the limit distribution of the maximum number of common neighbours
implies that there exists a constant C = C(ε) and an index n0 starting from which:{

Pr(|∆m1

k1,n
− ak1,n| ≥ C ·

√
n

lnn ) < ε/4,

Pr(|∆m2

k2,n
− ak2,n| ≥ C ·

√
n

lnn ) < ε/4.

Hence, for n > n0:

Pr(A) ≤
(

n

k1 − k2

)
·
(
n− k1 + k2

k2

)
· Pr

(
|deg(1, . . . , ki) − aki,n| < C

√
n

lnn
for i = 1, 2

)
+
ε

2
. (19)

We write the internal probability in the following simple way:

Pr

(
|deg(1, . . . , k1) − ak1,n| < C

√
n

lnn
, |deg(1, . . . , k2) − ak2,n| ≤ C

√
n

lnn

)
≤

≤
∑

X⊂[n]:
||X|−ak1,n|
√

n/ lnn
≤C

Pr

(
N(1, . . . , k1) = X

)
Pr

(
|deg(1, . . . , k2) − ak2,n| ≤ C

√
n

lnn

∣∣∣∣N(1, . . . , k1) = X

)
.

(20)
By the triangle inequality, the conditional probability in (20) is bounded from above by the probability

that the number of neighbours of U2 in [n]\(X ∪ U1) differs from ak2,n − |X| by no more than 2C
√

n
lnn .

By the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem, the probability of the latter event approaches 0 as n→ ∞.
From (19) and (20) we get:

0 ≤ Pr(A) ≤ o
[( n

k1 − k2

)
·
(
n− k1 + k2

k2

)
· Pr

(
|deg(1, . . . , k1) − ak1,n| ≤ C

√
n

lnn

)]
+
ε

2
. (21)

From (8) and (9) it follows that Pr(|deg(1, . . . , k1) − ak1,n| ≤ C
√

n
lnn ) = O(n−k1) implying that the

first summand in the right hand side of (21) approaches 0 as n→ ∞. Due to arbitrariness of ε, the proof
is completed.

■

Now consider the case when none of the sets is nested in the other, i.e. 1 ≤ k < min(k1, k2). In [18,
Section 2.3.2], this statement is proven in the particular case k1 = k2. Our proof is similar, and we will
use the bounds from [18, Section 2.3.2] to get our results as well.

Proof for the second case:
First, let’s narrow down the probability space to graphs with a “small” number of common neighbours:

Pr(A) ≤ Pr(A ∩ {G(n, p) ∈ Qn}) + Pr(G(n, p) /∈ Qn).
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As discussed in Section 2, the second term tends to 0. In what follows, we estimate only the joint
probability. Fix ε > 0. From Theorem 2.2 there exists a constant C = C(ε) such that starting from some
n0 ∈ N: {

Pr(∆m1

k1,n
− ak1,n ≤ −C ·

√
n

lnn ) < ε/4,

Pr(∆m2

k2,n
− ak2,n ≤ −C ·

√
n

lnn ) < ε/4.

Then similarly to the previous case:

Pr(A ∩ {G(n, p) ∈ Qn}) ≤
(
n

k

)(
n− k

k1 − k

)(
n− k1
k2 − k

)
×

×Pr

(
deg(1, . . . , k1) − ak1,n√

n/ lnn
> −C, deg(k1 − k + 1, . . . , k1 + k2 − k) − ak2,n√

n/ lnn
> −C,G(n, p) ∈ Qn

)
+
ε

2
.

Hence, it suffices to prove that the fourth factor (probability of the event) is o(n−(k1+k2−k)). Denote
b1 = ak1,n − C

√
n

lnn , b2 = ak2,n − C
√

n
lnn . It is obvious from the definition of Qn that

Pr (deg([k1]) > b1,deg([k1 + k2] \ [k1] − k) > b2, G(n, p) ∈ Qn) ≤

≤
∑
i

Pr(ξn,pk = i)Pr(ξi,pk1−k > b1 − (k2 − k))Pr(ξi,pk2−k > b2 − (k1 − k))+

+ Pr(ξn,pk ≤ npk −
√

2(k1 + k2)pk(1 − pk)n lnn), (22)

where the summation is over i ∈
(
npk −

√
2(k1 + k2)pk(1 − pk)n lnn,Γk

]
. From Claim 2.1 we get that

the second term is n−(k1+k2)(1+o(1))

2
√

(k1+k2)π lnn
= o(n−(k1+k2)). Therefore, it suffices to estimate only the first sum.

By the de Moivre–Laplace limit theorem, uniformly over i:

Pr(ξn,pk = i) =
exp

[
− (npk−i)2

2npk(1−p)k

]
√

2πnpk(1 − pk)
(1 + o(1)). (23)

By the de Moivre–Laplace limit theorem (here we skip the computations, that can be found in [18,
Section 2.3.2]):

Pr(ξi,pk1−k > b1 − (k2 − k)) ≤
√

1 − pk1−ke
− (b1−ipk1−k)2

2ipk1−k(1−pk1−k) (1 + o(1))
√

2π lnn
(√

2k1(1 − pk1) −
√

2k(pk1−k − pk1)
) , (24)

and the same bound holds true with k1 replaced with k2 and b1 replaced with b2. From (23) and (24),

we get that the first summand in right-hand side of (22) is O(1)√
n lnn

∑
e−g(i) , where

g(i) =
(npk − i)2

2npk(1 − pk)
+

(ipk1−k − b1)2

2ipk1−k(1 − pk1−k)
+

(ipk2−k − b2)2

2ipk2−k(1 − pk2−k)
.

Denote i = npk + x
√
npk(1 − pk) lnn, x ∈ (−

√
2(k1 + k2),

√
2k]. Then the first term in g(i) becomes

x2

2 lnn. After the replacement, we get:

g(i) = g̃p(x) lnn+ ĝp(x) ln lnn(1 + o(1)),

where

g̃p(x) =
x2

2
+
x2(pk1−k − pk1)

2(1 − pk1−k)
+
x2(pk2−k − pk2)

2(1 − pk2−k)
− 2

√
2k1
√

(pk1−k − pk1)(1 − pk1)x

2(1 − pk1−k)
−

−2
√

2k2
√

(pk2−k − pk2)(1 − pk2)x

2(1 − pk2−k)
+

2k1(1 − pk1)

2(1 − pk1−k)
+

2k2(1 − pk2)

2(1 − pk2−k)
,
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and ĝp(x) is negative and bounded from below by a constant (in the same way as in [18, Section 2.3.2]).
It follows from the size of the summation segment that it suffices for us to show that g̃p(x) ≥ k1 + k2 −
k + ω( ln lnn

lnn ). We need the positive term ω( ln lnn
lnn ) to overcome the negative contribution of ĝp(x).

We set g̃p(x) = 1
2 (g̃1,p(x) + g̃2,p(x)), where

g̃j,p(x) =
x2(1 + pkj−k − 2pkj ) − 4

√
2kj
√

(pkj−k − pkj )(1 − pkj )x+ 4kj(1 − pkj )

2(1 − pkj−k)
, j = 1, 2.

In the same way as in [18, Section 2.3.2], we get that, for every j ∈ {1, 2}, g̃j,p(x) ≥ 2kj−k+ω( ln lnn
lnn )

completing the proof.
■
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